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Conducting & evaluating research 





• Perception of prestige    vs. tackle implicit biases 
• Select based on metrics vs. access to opportunity 
• Wealth                            vs. ability
…Paywall vs. free 
…Jargon  vs. write for a broad audience 




How can we remove these 
inequities & improve research 
value?
Connect the costs of publishing with our publishing 
choices 
Change our behavior to stop exploiting ourselves and 
discriminating against other researchers and the public 
…because all of the options we need exist right now
Conducting & evaluating research 
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1Van Noorden 2013 nature.com/news/open-access-the-true-cost-of-science-
publishing-1.12676, 2Nosek & Bar-Anan 2012 J Psych Inquiry, 3Husted & de 
Jesus Salazar 2006 J Manage Stud, 4Research Information Network 
2008, Murray-Rust 2011 blogs.ch.cam.ac.uk/pmr/2011/10/05/the-scholarly-
poor-dentists/, Tennant et al. 2016 F1000Research, Logan 2017 
F1000Research
The ethical framework
1Stilgoe et al. 2013 Res Policy 
2Woodward 1990 Library Trends 
3Fuchs & Sandoval 2013 TripleC: Communication, Capitalism & Critique 
4Nosek & Bar-Anan 2012 J Psych Inquiry 
Logan 2017 F1000Research
1) Researchers and publishers have a responsibility to 
the public to provide them with free access to publicly 
funded products, which are a common good1,2 
2) Publishers of research products have a responsibility to 
researchers to value the generation and packaging of 
knowledge3 
3) Researchers have a responsibility to the public to 
conduct rigorous research because it will serve as the 
foundation for the advancement of discoveries, it 
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Closed peer review = unverifiable
Closed peer review prevents verifiability of 









•Prohibits quality control 
•Reviews can be inadequate, biased, subjective 
•Editors = key to high standards in research and ethics
Resin & Elmore 2016 Science & Engineering Ethics,  
https://peerj.com/blog/post/100580518238/whos-afraid-of-open-peer-review/
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My closed peer review horror story
• I reviewed a paper, raised many issues, some 
insurmountable
• Decision = Major Revision
• Not cc’ed on further decisions, no re-review
• Asked to publish a response to accepted article. Accepted 
version didn’t address comments; many factual errors
• Executive editor + handling editor + president of society 
refused to acknowledge they accepted the paper 
without proper revision and didn’t seem to care it was 
low quality / incorrect
• I am mentioned in Acknowledgements
http://www.corinalogan.com/ethics.html
I control where I donate my reviewer/editor time














https://ecology.peercommunityin.org, slides for open peer review talk at JSM: https://osf.io/gwzh6/  
Prevents wasting resources by 
improving research before it 
begins 
“Flexible registered report”
Allows verification of research process and evaluation process
Conducting & evaluating research 
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Making my research readable 
and verifiable = better & faster
Making my research readable & verifiable 
saves time and increases its value
Above the line = open tool 
Below = not open 
Open = free to use 
Most=free to use, all=free for public 
to read, some=open source
Ideas / Hypotheses Data collection & 
storage
Long term archiving tool  
for Max-Planck institutions  
on base of S file 





See GenR blog for a conversion of this work flow to all open source tools: 

https://genr.eu/wp/making-research-workflow-open-source/ 
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Incentivizing open, evaluating ability
1Amano & Sutherland 2013 Proceedings B, 2Amano et al. 2016  
PLOS Biology, 3diversityinacademia.strikingly.com, https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/voices/diversity-in-
stem-what-it-is-and-why-it-matters/, https://twitter.com/marcandela77/status/1062278950607638528?s=09
Barriers to knowledge generation
Only people like ourselves can access the knowledge we 
generate: English-speaking academics at wealthy 
institutions1,2 
This blocks progress in research and applications 
Increasing diversity in research and researchers can help 
address this limitation3
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Prestige = barrier to knowledge 
generation
Open Global South 
conference 2017 UC 
Davis Library & UC Law1
twitter.com/chrisdc77/status/871733428433104897, 1osf.io/afwre/ & jobs.zeit.de/jobs/
muenchen_professur_w3_fuer_sozialpsychologie_121431.html 
Essential requirements in job adverts1:  
• require evidence/willingness to engage in open 
practices
Incentivize open in adverts
Chris Chambers (Cardiff) 
& Felix Schönbrodt (LMU) 
Level 0 = no commitment 
to open research 
Level 3 = only those with 
proven track record of 
open practices are 
interviewed/hired
twitter.com/chrisdc77/status/871733428433104897, 1osf.io/afwre/ & jobs.zeit.de/jobs/
muenchen_professur_w3_fuer_sozialpsychologie_121431.html 
Essential requirements in job adverts1:  
• require evidence/willingness to engage in open 
practices
Incentivize open in adverts
1https://sfdora.org, 2Filardo et al. 2016 BMJ
Essential requirements in job adverts:  
• assess research quality directly (DORA1) 
• must be good role models for groups traditionally 
underrepresented in STEM 
…because metrics can be gamed and are more a sign of 
privilege than quality  
For example, women are less likely to be first authors of 
papers in journals with high impact factors2,  
thus men are more likely to have a “good” CV, but only 
because of implicit biases
Evaluate ability, not privilege
Knobloch-Westerwick et al. 2013 Sci Comm (Fig 1)
Implicit biases block assessment of 
quality: Women’s research rated lower 
quality
Knobloch-Westerwick et al. 2013 Sci Comm (Fig 1)
Knobloch-Westerwick et al. 617
Impacts of Author Gender and Research Topic on Collaboration 
Interest
To address Hypotheses 2 and 3b and Research Question 1b, an ANOVA using 
Collaboration Interest ratings as repeated measures was conducted, with topic 
(gender-neutral vs. female-typed vs. male-typed) and author gender (female 
authors vs. male authors) as within-group factors and respondent sex as 
between-group factor. Again, respondent age and ethnicity (Caucasian vs. 
Asian vs. other) served as control variables and were included as covariates.
While irrelevant for the hypotheses, respondent sex, F(1, 226) = 4.38, 
p = .037, partial η2 = .019; M
women
 = 4.23, SD = 1.55, versus Mmen = 3.90, 
SD = 1.59; and respondent age, F(1, 226) = 5.94, p = .016, partial η2 = .026; 
r = −.12, p = .057, both influenced general Collaboration Interest levels.
Figure . Perceived scientific quality as a function of research topic and author 
gender.
Note: Graph reports estimated means, with standard errors in parentheses. Means within a 
research topic category with asterisks and means in a data series with different superscripts 
differ at p < .05.
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is more costly for 
women  
(lower payoff)
Prof Michelle Ryan, 9 May 2017, Gender in STEM conference, Cambridge (pub in prep.)
Women are NOT more risk averse than men
Prof Michelle Ryan, 9 May 2017, Gender in STEM conference, Cambridge (pub in prep.)
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Differences in Ambition? 
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The Police service 
Prof Michelle Ryan (in prep.); Murray Edwards murrayedwards.cam.ac.uk/sites/default/files/files/
Women%20Today%20Women%20Tomorrow%20Survey%20Report.pdf  
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“the underrepresentation of women at the top in terms of voluntary 
decisions not to pursue leadership may be a strategic response to 
discrimination” (Ryan et al. 2007 Soc Pers Psych Compass, p. 267)
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We asked our women to reflect on their career to date and tell us about the 
challenges they had encountered. Over 75% had faced so e sort of challenge — 
sometimes more than one. We categorised their responses into the groups shown. 
The work challenge: facing inequality in the workplace
and balancing family life
The most cited career challenges were 
coping with a non-supportive workplace 
culture; balancing family and work; and 
inadequate training and information.
With 824 separate challenges 
mentioned, there are myriad hurdles 
which women have to overcome during 
their careers. The survey revealed that 
the most common of these fell within 
the workplace, with 38% falling into this 
category. By contrast, the difficult area of 
balancing work, family life and childcare 
pressures represented a lesser 22%.
Falling within the workplace arena, the 
issues most mentioned related to gender 
inequality and discrimination, non-
supportive and difficult colleagues and 
managers, bullying, undervalued work, 
and wom n feeling that they had to over-
perform simply because they are female. 
All age groups cited workplace issues as 
a challenge, even 31% of the 20-29 
age group.
It would seem that the single largest 
challenge women have to face in their 
careers concerns the issue of gender. 
While legislation may have removed 
most discrimination, subtle forms of 
gender bias still persist.
So how did the women affected tackle  
these workplace challenges? Dedication, 
hard work and personal drive were the  
most cited. The main source of support  
was partners, followed by family, friends  
and mentors. Rarely did women mention 
finding support from their employer.
Women Today, 
Women Tomorrow Survey
n=954 female alumna of 





Women are NOT more risk averse than men
Prestige blocks knowledge generation: 
Tackling implicit biases
•Discover your implicit biases:  
https://implicit.harvard.edu  
•Gender language calculator  
http://gender-decoder.katmatfield.com/
about, use “they” 
•Recruit via groups that support URMs 
•Consider background of person behind 
the CV: do they have enough privilege to 
access opportunities considered “good”? 
•Consider the evidence before judging a 
top woman harshly 
•Ensure 50% female speakers + other 
URMs in seminars/conferences (need to 
see role models). ALWAYS well qualified 
women - stop and think
Request a woman scientist 
500womenscientists.org
A “good” CV is more an indicator of prestige and access to opportunity
https://twitter.com/LoganCorina/status/868491581145444352  
https://www.nature.com/news/is-science-only-for-the-rich-1.20650?WT.mc_id=FBK_NatureNews&sf81929464=1 
I have argued research value 
increases when…
1. It is readable, understandable, and verifiable.  
The massive amounts of money paid to publishers  
= a barrier to researchers, academia, and the public 
2. Anyone can generate and disseminate it,  
regardless of wealth, access to opportunity, 
perception of prestige, and evaluator implicit biases 
We can stop exploiting and discriminating now because… 
•  ethical open options exist 
•  we can address our implicit biases
ECRs often feel pressured into taking actions 
against our ethics to pursue an academic career  
(e.g., publishing in particular journals)
ECRs: Sign the petition to help us change academic culture 
Non-ECRs: Join the list of supporters by valuing open practices, 
especially when making decisions about hiring, promotion, and grants
Leading individuals and 
institutions in adopting open 
practices to improve research rigor
We won’t be…
Corina Logan & Laurent Gatto
www.BulliedIntoBadScience.org  |  Twitter: #BulliedIntoBadScience 
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